Introduction
Gilmore (1913) briefly described Thescelosaurus neglectus, a new genus and species of ornithopod dinosaur from the Lance Formation of Wyoming, and referred it to the family Camptosauridae. Later (1915) he gave a more complete description and reassigned the genus to the family Hypsilophodontidae. Parks (1926) described a new species, Thescelosaurus warreni, from the Edmonton Formation of Alberta. In his description of the specimen Parks (1926) only described the left side of the skull (Fig. 1 ). Sternberg (1937) subsequently made T. warreni the generotype of Parksosaurus.
Sternberg (1940, p. 492) compared characters of Thescelosaurus and Parksosaurus and stressed differences in the hind limb. In Thescelosaurus the femur is longer than the tibia, and the fourth trochanter is below midlength. In Parksosaurus the femur is shorter than the tibia, and the fourth trochanter is above midlength. Sternberg (1940) erected the subfamily Thescelosaurinae for Thescelosaurus and placed Parksosaurus in the subfamily Hypsilophodontinae. Parksosaurus was undoubtedly cursorial (see Galton, 1971a Galton, , 1971b , and I retained it in the family Hypsilophodontidiae with Pisanosaurus Casamiquela, Laosaurus Marsh, Dryosaurus Marsh, Dysalotosaurus Pompeckj, and Hypsilophodon Huxley. I 
did not include
Thescelosaurus within the family Hypsilophodontidae but referred it to the family Iguanodontidae (Galton, 1971a (Galton, , 1971b (Galton, , 1972 .
Material and Methods
The crushed and distorted condition of the skull material of Parksosaurus warreni (ROM 804) warranted a series of stereo photographs with explanatory line drawings in addition to a reconstruction of the skull (Fig. 5) . Parks (1926) described only the left side ( Fig. 1) . References here to Hypsilophodon are based on material in the British Museum (Natural History), a complete account of which will appear elsewhere (Galton, in press, Br. Mus. Bones on the left side ( Fig. 1) , naturally articulated, were described by Parks (1926) . Those of the right side are displaced (Fig. 2) , and most of the lateral wall of the skull has been removed. The medial surface of the left wall of the braincase is visible (Fig. 2 ) near the floor of the braincase (Fig. 2) , the dorsal surface of which is exposed. A fracture in the block enables certain other structures to be seen (Figs. 3, 4) . Certain bones of the skull of Parksosaurus are described by comparison with well-preserved material of Hypsilophodon (Galton, in press, Br. Mus. Parks (1926, pi. 1) between the lachrymal and the maxilla is a break in the block (Fig. Fig. 5a ), as opposed to 10-11 and 13 in Hypsilophodon (Fig. 6a) . The lateral surface of the crown of a maxillary tooth of Parksosaurus (Fig. 4: mx) has low, vertical ridges (Parks, 1926, fig. 1b ), and the wear surfaces of three dentary teeth are visible on the left side (Fig. 1) (Fig. 4) of the dentary teeth of the right side reveals that tooth replacement was alternate as in Hypsilophodon (Galton, in press, Br. Mus.) and most lower tetrapods (Edmund, 1960 (Fig. 6b) , Dryosaurus (cm 3392), and Dysalotosaurus (Janensch, 1955) , whereas in Camptosaurus (Gilmore, 1909 ) the frontals are less than half the length of the nasals. The maximum width of the frontals is about two-thirds of their length ( Fig. 5b: F) , as in Hypsilophodon (Fig. 6b ), but in Thescelosaurm (Sternberg, 1940) , Dryosaurus, and Camptosaurus these distances are approximately the same.
The posterior process of the premaxilla of Parksosaurus (Figs. 1, 5a) is short, so that the maxilla contacts the nasal as in skulls of Hypsilophodon (Fig. 6a) and Fahrosaurus Ginsburg (Thulborn, 1970) (Thulborn, 1970) and Heterodontosaurus Crompton and Charig (1962; Galton, 1970, fig. 4c ). The size of this fenestra is variously reduced in skulls of Hypsilophodon (Fig. 6a) , Dysalotosaurus, Dryosaurus, Parksosaurus (Fig. 5a) , and Camptosaurus.
The dorsal end of the jugal of Parksosaurus was apparently expanded anteroposteriorly ( Fig. 5a : J) in a manner unique in any ornithopod. The deep, lower temporal fenestra and low jugal-quadratojugal bar (Fig. 5a: J, QJ) may be considered primitive, for this region is similar to that found in thecodonts and in the Triassic ornithischians Fabrosaurus (Thulborn, 1970) and Heterodontosaurus (Galton, 1970) . The lower temporal bar is deeper in the above mentioned genera than in Camptosaurus, Dysalotosaurus, Dryosaurus, Laosaurus (Gilmore, 1925) , and Hypsilophodon. The large size of the quadratojugal of Hypsilophodon (Fig. 6a: QJ) is a specialization in a genus that is primitive in most other characters.
Sternberg (1940) (Sternberg, 1940, figs. 4-8). In Thescelosaurus (nmc 8537) the thinly enamelled surfaces of the crowns of teeth have an even more prominent series of ridges than do those of the teeth of Parksosaurus. In Hypsilophodon they are barely discernible.
Discussion
Edmund (1957) discussed the function of the special foramina (one per tooth position) on the medial surface of the maxilla and dentary of hadrosaurs and ceratopsians. He concluded that the foramina were for the admission of parts of the dental lamina or for the admission of young replacement teeth produced by lamina. Edmund (1957) found no trace of these foramina on the jaws of Parksosaurus, and as foramina are absent in all other hypsilophodonts and iguanodonts, he suggested that the special foramina are associated with the development of a high alveolar wall on the lingual side. But special foramina are present in the skulls of Echinodon Owen (Thulborn, 1970, p. 430), Hypsilophodon (Fig. 7b) , Dryosaurus (cm 3392), Dysalotosaurus (Janensch, 1955, pi. xi, figs. 2b, 3b), Camptosaurus (ypm 1886), and Iguanodon Mantell (Hooley, 1925, Edmund (1957) to accommodate the dental lamina.
Foramina in these genera (except Iguanodori) are oval rather than circular in outline as in hadrosaurs and ceratopsians. The absence of these foramina in lower ornithopods other than Fabrosaurus probably reflects the state of preservation of the material. The region where these foramina should occur in the dentaries of Parksosaurus is badly preserved (Figs. 3, 4) . The appearance of these jaws closely resembles that of one of Hypsilophodon (bmnh R196), although a series of foramina is present in other specimens of Hypsilophodon (Fig. 7c) . As Edmund (1957) emphasized, the special foramina undoubtedly provided access for replacement teeth to the base of the series. The presence of these foramina in lower ornithopods represents a preadaptation for the development of a battery of teeth consisting of vertical series, for high alveolar walls may then be developed. The potential for development of dental batteries was realized independently in two lines of ornithischians, the hadrosaurs and ceratopsians, in which special foramina are the best developed.
In my opinion Sternberg (1937) was justified in establishing the genus Parksosaurus for Thescelosaurus warreni Parks. But the wear on the crown of a maxillary or dentary tooth of Thescelosaurus as two surfaces set perpendicular to each other (Sternberg, 1940, fig. 6 ) is peculiar to specimen nmc 8537. Wear on the two surfaces probably resulted from malocclusion, with dentary teeth occluding between rather than directly against maxillary teeth. Isolated teeth (ucmp 31815, 73086, 83000, 83001 ) from the Lance Formation of Wyoming, undoubtedly from Thescelosaurus, have one wear surface as in most ornithopods including Parksosaurus, and double wear facets occur on the teeth of other lower ornithopods (Galton, 1973) . In addition to the differences between Thescelosaurus and Parksosaurus given by Sternberg (1940, p. 492), the frontals of Thescelosaurus (Sternberg, 1940, fig. 1 ) are proportionally much broader than are those of Parksosaurus ( Fig. 5b: F) .
Thescelosaurus parallels the earlier Camptosaurus in its graviportal adaptations. I consider that the family Iguanodontidae is polyphyletic, representing a grade that includes all graviportal ornithopods except hadrosaurs and pachycephalosaurs. Actual relationships cannot be established now, but I suggest that at least four separate evolutionary lines of hypsilophodonts became graviportal (Fig. 9) . One line probably led to Camptosaurus that, as Ostrom (1970) (Galton, 1971c) . Phylogeny of the Ornithopoda, from Galton (1972) (Galton, 1972) .
A comparison of the skull of cm 3392 from Utah with the holotype (ypm 1876) of Dryosaurus alius Marsh (1894) confirms the provisional identification by Gilmore (1925) . Dryosaurus (cm 3392), however, does not have a supraorbital bar as was described by Gilmore (1925, fig. 3 ). The supraorbital gently tapers to a point lateral to the postorbital, and there is no sutural contact with this bone. The skull (cm 3392) of Dryosaurus altus Marsh (1894) is similar to that of Dysalotosaurus lettow-vorbecki Pompeckj (1920, p. 120) from Tanzania as described by Janensch (1955) (Thulborn, 1970; Galton, 1972 Galton, , 1973 . The skull has a flat maxilla, a slender dentary, and marginally situated maxillary and dentary teeth. Because of these uniquely primitive features (Galton, 1973) , I have removed Fabrosaurus from the Hypsilophodontidae and established a separate family, the Fabrosauridae, for this genus and Echinodon (Galton, 1972 (1971) showed that it is probably a crocodile.
All hypsilophodonts were probably derived from an ancestor similar to Pisanosaurus Casamiquela (1967) (1949) (Parks, 1926) . The proximal end of the first metatarsal of L. minimus is slender and greatly reduced (Gilmore, 1924b, pi. 1, fig. 1 ). In Hypsilophodon, as in Parksosaurus (Parks, 1926, figs. (Parks, 1926, fig. 18 ). Bones of the hind limb of specimen nmc 9483 are slender and obviously from a cursorial animal; as Russell (1949) 
